INTRODUCTION
Forests cover 3.99 billion hectares, or 30.6 percent of the earth's total land area (FAO, 2015) . Between 1990 and 2015, about 129 million hectares of forests were lost (FAO, 2015) . Forests help in global biodiversity conservation; forest ecosystems represent 90 percent of terrestrial biodiversity (UNEP, 2002; World Bank, 2004 ). Forest loss leads to 100 species becoming extinct daily (Okereke and Dooley, 2010) and is a key global environmental problem.
Forest ecosystems have intrinsic, aesthetic, cultural, social and environmental values. Forests provide economic goods and services for humans, including fuelwood, construction materials, food, medicines, and wood and non-wood products (de Groot et al., 2002) . Forests support the livelihoods of about 1 billion people, including 350 million poor people of whom 60 million are Indigenous Peoples for whom forests are part of their biocultural heritage (WCFSD, 1999; Sobrevila, 2008; FAO, 2010) .
Forests store 289 gigatonnes of carbon, which is 86 percent of the earth's above-ground carbon, and stabilize the climate (de Groot et al., 2002; FAO, 2010). They help regulate local and regional hydrological flows and rainfall patterns (IPCC, 2002) . Deforestation and forest degradation contribute between 12 and 17 percent of the anthropogenic greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that cause climate change (Stern, 2006; Corbera et al., 2010; Siikamaki and Newbold, 2012; IPCC, 2014) .
In light of their importance, governments agreed at the 1992 UN Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) that forests should be conserved and managed sustainably and that countries should "maintain existing forests through conservation and management, and sustain and expand areas under forest and tree cover" (Chapter 11 of Agenda 21, 1992). The 1992 UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), which entered into force in 1994, includes a clear commitment to conserve and enhance forests and other carbon sinks and reservoirs.
The original idea for a specific regime to reduce emissions from deforestation and forest degradation, including conservation, sustainable forest management and enhancement of forest carbon stocks (REDD+), is assumed to come from a discussion paper published by Santilli in collaboration with certain Brazilian and US researchers (Santilli et al. Between 2007 and 2015 the REDD+ negotiations were marked by controversy. Social movements and some countries opposed REDD+ because of its underlying neoliberal roots. Nevertheless, the regime was finally agreed upon and included in the 2015 Paris Agreement to the UNFCCC.
The contemporary international forest regime consists of many separate yet partly overlapping commitments. When the UNFCCC started REDD+ negotiations, there were already more than 20 existing legally binding and non-legally binding international agreements that included commitments to conserve forests (see Appendix 4) . Together these agreements form a multi-layered, complex international forest policy regime, which has been developed in an ad hoc manner at different speeds and in different directions (Humphreys, 2006 ; Gupta and Sanchez, 2012). There seems to have been limited institutional learning in the forest sector.
REDD+ is often presented as a significant opportunity for an environmentally effective, efficient and equitable forest conservation regime that will be able to succeed where other international forest regimes have failed, without proper comparative analysis of the environmental and social effectiveness, efficiency and equity of these existing regimes (e.g. The current climate-driven debate on REDD+ should reflect on the reasons why previous efforts to combat deforestation and to reach an international forest agreement have had limited success (e.g. weak local-level institutions and governance structures, incoherent policies, political-economic interests etc.)."
So the question is: "Why did the UNFCCC parties decide, 15 years after its adoption, to elaborate the forest-related commitments in the Convention into a new international forest regime, given the other forest regimes adopted between 1992 and 2007?" This book addresses this question by analyzing the motivations and strategies of the main agents behind the REDD+ regime.
REDD+ AND AGENCY THEORY
An agent in international governance can be defined as an authoritative actor "who possesses the ability to prescribe behaviour and to obtain the consent of the governed" (Schroeder 2010: 320; see also Dellas et al., 2011). There is limited empirical research on the role of agents in specific environmental policy processes, and, as a relatively controversial regime that appears duplicative of existing regimes, REDD+ forms a useful subject to test the application of theories on the role of agents in international environmental governance. As Corbera and Schroeder (2011: 93) state, "more research efforts are required, particularly to understand what economic, socio-political and cultural factors determine effective participation, affect power relations and enable co-production of REDD+ strategies by governments, the private sector and civil society." They also identify the need "to examine which actors do not participate, whose views are side-lined and why. This issue, of course, overlaps with legitimacy questions, such as who is entitled to make decisions in the context of REDD+, and how such entitlement is constituted and respected by others" (Corbera and Schroeder, 2011: 93 ., 2011) . The core elements of legitimacy are the acceptance and justification of certain rules or institutions by the community as being authoritative. Legitimacy can be distinguished in terms of input legitimacy, which is related to responsibility, participation, accountability and transparency, and output legitimacy, which is determined by the results the actors produce (Backstrand and Lovbrand, 2006; Vatn and Vedeld, 2013). Legitimacy describes the state or quality of being coherent with established legal norms and requirements, recognized principles, or accepted rules and standards of behavior (Biermann and Gupta, 2011). Legitimacy is conferred through formal or informal social consent (Schroeder, 2010). Corbera and Schroeder (2011) argue that legitimacy can be based on the accountability of governments to their constituencies. This accountability is operationalized through public scrutiny, including of the processes through which rules and policies are negotiated, and the subsequent acceptance of decisions, which means they will be adhered to by these constituencies. They also highlight a fair distribution of decision-making power as a factor of legitimacy (Corbera and Schroeder, 2011).
Normally, the legitimacy of a State is uncontested, although in specific cases the legitimacy of specific representatives of a State could be contested (see also Chapter 7). According to the assumption of formal democracies, people, who can be seen as principals, elect their government and are subsequently represented by it. The government thus functions as an agent that legitimately acts on behalf of the people, is accountable to them, and can be voted out in cases of dissatisfaction (Partzsch and Ziegler, 2011). Thus representativeness and accountability are important indicators of legitimacy. Governments subsequently negotiate international agreements, which are normally adopted based on consensus.
The legitimacy of non-State actors is not a given (Dellas et al., 2011), especially because their representativeness is not a given. Rather, it is seen as a determining factor in their agency. Non-State actors are not elected through a formal democratic process, so their agency is mostly justified by other factors (Dellas et al., 2011). Partzsch and Ziegler (2011) identify utility, embeddedness and education as potential sources of legitimacy of non-State actors. They also identify the role of certain agents as advocates for more transparency and the empowerment of affected people as a potential source of legitimacy. Thus legitimacy is a relative concept -legitimacy is in the eye of the beholder (Biermann and Gupta, 2011; see also Dellas et al., 2011). Having said that, representativeness is also an important indicator of the legitimacy of non-State actors.
Legitimacy is closely linked to accountability, which requires transparency of governance processes and outcomes. Global environmental governance creates a challenge of securing accountability, because traditional accountability mechanisms like electoral accountability and legal representation are not applicable to global environmental governance, including even State-led governance. Biermann and Gupta (2011) further distinguish internal accountability and external accountability. In the latter case, the actors whose lives are impacted by certain decisions are not directly linked to the actors that should be held to account for those decisions. This is of particular relevance to global environmental governance. The effects of transboundary environmental harm caused by failing national governance reach beyond national borders, but the affected actors have no electoral means to hold these failing decision-makers accountable (Biermann and Gupta, 2011). Biermann and Gupta (2011) also identify temporal interdependence in terms of an accountability challenge relating to future generations, and accountability relations between past and present generations.
Authority, the second indicator of agency chosen, is defined as "the legitimacy and capacity to exercise power" (Schroeder, 2010: 320) . Especially in the case of non-State actors, their authority is often contested, and the recognition of their authority as innovative problemsolvers is an important factor in their agency (Dellas et al., 2011). As discussed in section 2.6, the shift from government to governance assumes new spheres of authority beyond States, which are based on persuasion rather than coercion (Pattberg, 2005; Dingwerth and Pattberg, 2006; Arts, 2012). For that reason, authority is a relative concept and much related to the assumed expertise, influence and moral authority of the actor and social interactions. It is a quality actors acquire rather than possess (Biermann et al., 2009a). Bouteligier (2011) distinguishes five different types of authority: institutional authority, delegated authority, expert authority, principled authority and capacity-based authority.
Partzsch and Ziegler (2011) argue that the definition that "an agent of Earth System Governance is an actor who possesses the ability to prescribe behaviour and to obtain the consent of the governed" (Schroeder 2010: 320) implies that such an actor obtains the authority on behalf of others. This means that we need to investigate the legitimizing reasons that turn this exercise of power into authority (Partzsch and Ziegler, 2011), since States cannot simply transfer their democratic legitimacy to non-State actors. However, Partzsch and Ziegler also identify innovations as a potential source of authority, for example in the case of social entrepreneurs as agents in environmental governance (Partzsch and Ziegler, 2011).
Expertise, which underlies authority, is subjective, and is directly related to the epistemology and knowledge of the actors that judge another actor's expertise (Stewart-Harawira, 2005). There is a (neo-)-colonial dimension to the concept of expertise, as Indigenous and other non-Western forms of expertise are often less appreciated by scientists with a Western background, and even scientists with a non-Western background (Apgar et al., 2015) . For that reason, the main indicator chosen is whether the expertise and/or authority of a certain actor was questioned by co-actors, taking into account the background of the judging actors themselves.
The third and fourth indicators that will be used concern the assumption of agency of an actor in the eyes of co-actors and the effectiveness of agency as indicated by the capacity of an actor to influence the process according to the original goals and objectives of that actor (see also Dellas et al., 2011). The assumption of agency has been tested through short, open interviews, in which key actors in the REDD+ regime have been asked who, or which organization, they would consider the main agent behind the REDD+ regime, independent of their authority and legitimacy.
The capacity of an actor in reaching his/her original objectives through the final regime is an important indicator of the influence a particular actor has had on the regime. As an indicator of the objectives of the different agents, the position of the different agents regarding REDD+ will be analyzed and compared with the final REDD+ regime as it was incorporated in the 2015 Paris Agreement.
This book also aims to contribute to a growing body of analysis on the role and motivations of agents in international environmental governance in general by applying existing theories about regime development and the role of agents in international environmental governance, which will be further elaborated in Chapter 2 (e. , to REDD+. By analyzing the motivations and strategies of these actors, this study also tests the relevance of the most important regime-building theories for a concrete international environmental regime like REDD+. These regime-building theories include (a) power-based theories, which are based on the assumption that the function of a regime is to distribute the costs and benefits associated with cooperation in a manner that is convenient to the most dominant player, (b) interest-based theories, which reflect an assumption of rational choice by all the agents involved leading to a regime that reflects the interests of all, and (c) knowledgebased theories, which are based on the assumption that agents will act according to a logic of appropriateness (Hasenclever et al., 1997). Thus it will be analyzed whether economic or other forms of coercion rather than consent have shaped agency in the REDD+ regime (Dellas et al., 2011).
The book also addresses the interactions between agents and the role of discourse, policy entrepreneurs and coalition-building in regime development. The links between the motivations and strategies of different agents are analyzed, to what extent the assumed beneficiaries of REDD+ were able to play a role in the design and implementation of the REDD+ regime, and what the implications can be of unbalanced participation of stakeholders and rightsholders in regime development. Thus the book aims to contribute to the question: "Who ultimately governs the earth system?" (Dellas et al., 2011: 90). To that end, use will be made of legal and empirical data drawn from the REDD+ regime, including the views of potential agents themselves and other actors in the REDD+ negotiations.
The book aims to contribute to the international search for coherent, environmentally effective, economically efficient and socially equitable policies to address deforestation and forest degradation. It also provides some suggestions for more balanced participation of the assumed beneficiaries of REDD+ in international forest policy design and implementation. It goes beyond existing forest policy analysis by analyzing the extent to which the flaws and dilemmas in the current REDD+ regime are a result of the economic and political interests and/or ideologies of the actors that advocated for this regime. By analyzing which agents have advocated REDD+ and why, this study aims to contribute to a better understanding of the likely impact REDD+ will have in terms of the effectiveness, efficiency and equity of global forest policy. A focus on environmental effectiveness, economic efficiency and social equity has been chosen to reflect the three main pillars of sustainable development, the environmental, economic and social pillars (Rayner et al., 2010).
The role of prominent REDD+ donors like the Government of Norway and organizations like the World Bank receive particular attention (see sections 7.4, 8.5). The research also addresses the role of REDD+ countries, in particular the CfRN, which has been the lead actor promoting REDD+ in the climate negotiations (Chapter 3). Moreover, specific attention is paid to the role and interests of non-governmental actors, including large conservation organizations, in promoting REDD+ and their role and interests as REDD+ intermediaries (Chapter 4).
This first chapter will continue to describe how the REDD+ regime was established and incorporated in the 2015 Paris Agreement. It will discuss the incorporation of forests in the UNFCCC and its Kyoto Protocol (section 1.3), the development of the REDD+ regime between 2002 and 2007 (section 1.4), the early years of REDD+ (section 1.5), and how REDD+ was further developed on the road to Paris (section 1.6). It will end with some analysis about the current state of REDD+ post-Paris. There was no time prior to 1997 to negotiate all the technical rules and modalities regarding LULUCF, so the parties to the UNFCCC requested the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) to elaborate a special report on this matter. The report, a combination of scientific and legal analyses, was published in 1999 and formed the basis for two years of complex and highly polarized negotiations (Fry, 2011). The EU expressed concerns about the methodological complications related to the inclusion of forest conservation in the Kyoto Protocol, but countries like Japan and Norway took over the role of LULUCF champions after the US publicly announced its intention in 2001 not to join the Protocol. Japan especially was interested in LULUCF, as its energy sector was relatively efficient, so it was not able to commit to significant reductions in that sector (interview 43, June 2013; interview 45, June 2013). Meanwhile, EU countries became gradually more in favor of using LULUCF credits (Fry, 2011).
THE INCORPORATION OF FORESTS IN THE UNFCCC AND ITS KYOTO PROTOCOL
The LULUCF negotiations were so polarized that many see them as the main cause of the collapse of the negotiations at UNFCCC COP-6 in For those countries adopting legally binding quantified emission reduction commitments, the Marrakesh Accords allowed the inclusion of reforestation and afforestation as well as forest conservation and a range of other forest-related activities in the emission calculations. However, an exception was made regarding the possibility of using forest conservation projects in the newly established Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) (Fry, 2008; Levin et al., 2008 ). The CDM is at the heart of the so-called "cap-and-trade" regime established by the Kyoto Protocol, through which the industrialized countries included in Annex 1 of the Protocol take up legally binding quantified emission level reduction obligations, but are allowed to use so-called "flexible mechanisms" to reach them. These mechanisms include emissions trading through carbon markets, joint implementation and the CDM (Wettestad, 2009). The idea behind this scheme is that it would provide a strong economic incentive to look for the most low-cost and efficient initiatives to reduce GHGs (Grubb et al., 2011). Through the CDM, Annex 1 countries are allowed to buy carbon offsets produced through emission reductions in developing countries, which can be counted as meeting part of their own emission reductions. The CDM is considered to represent the largest segment of the flexible mechanisms and as such it was initially highly successful. In the first year after it started registering projects in November 2004 around 1965 projects were registered (Wettestad, 2009).
The formal reasons why forest conservation projects were excluded from the CDM were related to the technical aspects that are further elaborated in Chapter 6: the risks of leakage and non-permanence and the difficulties of properly calculating the impact of the LULUCF sector on emissions (Karsenty, 2012; Stephan and Paterson, 2012) or establishing a reference level against which to calculate emission reductions. However, some interviewees as well as scholars have pointed out that the huge potential of the LULUCF sector, and the subsequent risk that the global carbon market would be flooded with forest conservation credits, was perhaps the main underlying reason for exclusion, especially for the EU, Countries like Costa Rica, whose main potential for emission reductions was forest conservation, were disappointed that forest conservation was excluded from the CDM (Boyd et
To address the problem of permanence (see subsection 6.2.3), it was decided to create a special class of temporary carbon credits for LULUCF-related CDM projects. Such temporary credits 2 only postpone the obligation to reduce emissions; they do not fulfil them. After a certain period, they will have to be replaced by permanent credits, which means that they are relatively unattractive for carbon brokers (Stephan and Paterson, 2012). Moreover, it was decided that industrialized countries are not allowed to offset more than 1 percent of their emissions (using a 1990 baseline) through afforestation and reforestation projects (Bozmoski and Hepburn, 2009; Streck et al., 2009b). 3 As a result, reforestation and afforestation projects never became popular. By 2012 they constituted only 0.7 percent of the total volume of certified emission reductions issued for all CDM projects (Gupta and Sanchez, 2012).
COP 4 In this Directive, the EU decided to exclude all LULUCF projects, including reforestation and afforestation projects, from its internal Emissions Trading Scheme, owing to concerns about the temporary nature of the credits and the potential environmental impacts of invasive alien species and genetically modified trees that might be used in reforestation and afforestation projects (Graichen, The timing of the introduction of a regime for reducing deforestation benefited from the fact that the Montreal COP-11 was marked by a sphere of optimism and collaboration following the adoption of the Marrakesh Accords, which gave countries the feeling that the main controversies around LULUCF were solved (interview 11, March 2012; interview 45, June 2013). Many people considered the proposed new forest regime as a win-win solution both for tropical forest countries themselves and for industrialized countries. Tropical forest countries and several NGOs saw it as a significant potential funding source for the forestry sector at a time when forestry funding had been decliningsome even saw it as "a pot of gold at the end of the rainbow" (Fry, 2007: 355; see also Angelsen, 2008b; interview 38, December 2012). It has also been suggested that industrialized countries saw it as an "ideal option" to avoid changing lifestyles, energy systems or industrial production processes (Allan and Dauvergne, 2013: 1314) and business as usual in general (interview 33, December 2012; interview 57, December 2013). Other academics argued that low-cost offsets would allow industrialized countries to take on higher reduction commitments (Stephan and Paterson, 2012). Another political tendency that worked in favor of the new regime was the gradual acceptance by an increasing number of countries of the idea that developing countries would have to contribute to climate change mitigation too, despite the principle of common but differentiated responsibilities (CBDR) (Kulovesi and Gutierrez, 2009; interview 45, June 2013; interview 54, November 2013). Meanwhile, even the more critical NGOs and social movements that had been campaigning passionately against the inclusion of avoided deforestation in the CDM were not squarely opposed to the proposal to reduce emissions from deforestation (RED) when it was originally introduced, because it was considered an improvement as compared to the original proposal to compensate for "avoided deforestation," which raised a number of questions regarding baselines and additionality (see subsection 6.3.2). Rather, most of them focused their opposition on the option that such reductions might be financed through carbon offsets. 6 It was not until the 2010 World People's Conference on Climate Change and the Rights of Mother Earth in Cochabamba, Bolivia, 7 that the majority of social movements and social justice NGOs, and the Bolivian government itself, started to take a principled stand opposing all forms of REDD+ as a forest policy that was inherently based on a neoliberal, market-based conservation ideology.
At Kulovesi and Gutierrez, 2009). It formed the start of an intense two years of negotiations. The Bali Action Plan included a mandate to further elaborate a mechanism that would provide policy approaches and positive incentives for forest conservation, and for the sustainable management of forests and forest restoration.
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The proposed new regime was called REDD+ to express the fact that it would cover the reduction of emissions from deforestation and forest degradation and promote conservation, sustainable forest management and enhancement of forest carbon stocks. The fact that the mechanism would address not only deforestation but also forest degradation, conservation, sustainable management and enhancement of forest carbon stocks was the result of a compromise between the original proponents of REDD+, countries like PNG and Brazil that faced high deforestation rates, and countries like India and the Central African countries, which had relatively low deforestation rates and thus little to gain from a mechanism that would provide results-based payments for reducing deforestation only (Dutschke and Wertz-Kanounnikoff, 2008; Allan and Dauvergne, 2013; interview 9, March 2012; interview 40, December 2012). The expanded scope also increased the number of potential beneficiaries (Allan and Dauvergne, 2013) and thus the number of countries supporting REDD+. Moreover, the Bali Action Plan included an element that supported the possibility for REDD+ to be considered in adaptation policies (Fry, 2008).
THE EARLY YEARS OF REDD+
Some interviewees pointed out that the contents of the Bali decision were rather simplistic from a forest sector point of view, which was partly due to the fact that relatively few forestry sector specialists were involved in the UNFCCC negotiations at that time (interview 8, December 2011; interview 9, March 2012; interview 33, December 2012). They suggested that many climate policymakers assumed that reducing deforestation was something that was easy to implement (interview 33, December 2012). Negotiators realized that there were still quite a few issues to be resolved, though, so the Bali Action Plan was complemented by a specific decision 11 that identified a whole range of methodological issues that still had to be resolved by the SBSTA. These included assessments of changes in forest cover and the effectiveness of actions, demonstration of reduction in emissions from forest degradation, proper establishment of reference levels for estimating reduced emissions, and the potential implications of displacement of emissions, especially when actions were to be financed through carbon offsets (Streck et al., 2009b; see also Chapter 4).
Despite these methodological questions to be resolved, the decision also encouraged parties to undertake demonstration activities and other efforts to address the drivers of deforestation immediately, and suggested that the results of these activities might be taken into account in future payments (Levin et al., 2008) . The decision also invited industrialized countries to provide support to such demonstration activities. These demonstration actions and REDD+ in general subsequently received a significant boost by the announcement of the Government of Norway at COP-13 in Bali in 2007 that it would provide a total of 3 billion Norwegian krone per year over a period of five years (USD 2.7 billion in total) 12 13 Norway was and still is by far the main donor to REDD+ even though other donor countries soon followed with financial commitments. At COP-14 in 2008 Germany pledged USD 52 million to REDD+ through its International Climate Initiative; at COP-15 in 2009 the US announced a commitment of USD 1 billion to REDD+; and in 2010 Australia followed with commitments of in total USD 931 million (Park et al., 2013). Another commitment that supported the REDD+ agreement in Bali itself was the announcement of the World Bank of a Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF), which would provide financial support to countries to make them "ready" for REDD+.
14 Despite the fact that the launch was accompanied by loud protests from a large group of NGOs and social movements that opposed the involvement of the World Bank in REDD+, the FCPF policy of providing relatively small "Readiness Grants" to several dozens of countries 15 . After two weeks of intense discussions the negotiations collapsed dramatically at the final plenary session. The Copenhagen Accord, which had been the result of informal negotiations between US president Barack Obama and a select group of major emitting countries, and which included clear support for REDD+, was not adopted in the COP plenary owing to opposition by some of the countries that had not participated in the informal talks through which this accord was elaborated (Massai, 2010; Lesniewska, 2010).
REDD+ ON THE ROAD TO PARIS
The effects of the global economic crisis since 2008, which led to reduced emissions and thus reduced demand for carbon offsets in general, and the failure of the US government itself to agree on a clear climate policy had profound impacts on global carbon markets, where prices collapsed significantly (Peters-Stanley et al., 2011). While the UNFCCC process was still determining whether or not any future mandatory carbon market would include REDD+ offsets, the voluntary carbon market had already established REDD+ offsets. Forest carbon offset projects were relatively popular on voluntary carbon offset markets, and about 79 REDD+ Readiness activities and 100 REDD+ demonstration activities had been established by October 2009 (Cerbu et al., 2011; see also section 5.4). However, especially within the EU, the crisis on the carbon offset market added to existing concerns that the large quantity of carbon offset credits that could potentially be generated by reduced deforestation would flood its internal market, thus suppressing carbon prices even further (Bozmoski and Hepburn, 2009; Karsenty, 2012) . This convinced the EU to continue to exclude forest carbon offsets from its internal Emissions Trading System (ETS) (Stephan and Paterson, 2012). 16 As the ETS represented the cornerstone of the global carbon market, hopes that REDD+ would soon be financed through carbon markets started to fade away (Newell, 2012) . With the FCPF especially continuing to finance national REDD+ Readiness activities that were strongly oriented toward a potential sale of forest carbon offset credits in a future carbon market, some negotiators started to ask "Ready for what?" (interview 22, September 2012). 17 However, REDD+ was not dead yet. While expectations were initially low (Allan and Dauvergne, 2013), the 2010 COP took place in Cancun, Mexico, a forest-rich country that had an existing, reasonably wellfunctioning payments for environmental services (PES) mechanism. According to some interviewees, the president of Mexico decided to turn REDD+ into one of the priorities for the Cancun COP (interview 31, December 2012). REDD+ was seen as "low-hanging fruit" insofar as it was relatively less controversial than many other aspects of the post-2012 agreement (interview 33, December 2012; interview 40, December 2012). In a conference marked by strategic chairmanship, the COP adopted a compromise outcome that included an elaborate decision on REDD+.
18 Noteworthy is that most negotiations took place in an informal setting, the so-called white room. Bolivia, which by then had developed a strong position against REDD+, carbon markets and any climate agreement that was insufficient to limit global warming to less than 1.5 degrees, had decided not to participate in these informal talks, as it considered this process undemocratic. When the outcomes of the white room were to be presented to the plenary of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-Term Cooperative Action (AWG LCA), Bolivia wanted to protest, but its lead spokesperson, Pablo Solon, was called away for a bilateral meeting with the COP president just before the working group plenary started. When he realized that the meeting had started he tried to rush back, but the room was overcrowded and guards tried to stop him from entering the room. His co-negotiator tried to protest against the adoption of the results of the informal white room negotiations during the official meeting, but she was ignored, and the results of the white room were adopted and forwarded to the plenary. At the plenary Bolivia protested again, but was overruled, because it was isolated in its protest at that time (interview 60, June 2014; interview 62, May 2015). In the end, the Cancun agreement was adopted with a footnote that takes note of the objections of Bolivia.
The REDD+ decision encourages developing countries to address forest loss and requests them to develop a national strategy or action plan, a national forest reference emission level and/or forest reference level, a national forest monitoring system and a system for providing information on how the relevant safeguards are being addressed. While placing these recommendations "in the context of the provision of adequate and predictable support, including financial resources" the decision itself is vague on where such support should come from. Rather, it requests the AWG LCA to "explore financing options." 19 The decision determines that REDD+ should be implemented in three phases. The first phase is to develop national strategies or action plans; the second phase is to implement them; and the third phase is to evolve these implementation efforts "into results-based actions that should be fully measured, reported and verified." 20 The decision also includes an elaborate appendix with 11 guidelines and seven safeguards, including safeguards that address biodiversity and respect for the knowledge and rights of Indigenous Peoples and local communities. Lastly, the COP requested the SBSTA to elaborate a work program on a number of outstanding matters, including identifying drivers of forest loss, establishing adequate reference levels and forest monitoring systems and developing modalities for monitoring, reporting and verification (MRV) of forest-related emissions and removals.
In the subsequent years, the AWG LCA and the SBSTA continued to work on their respective mandates related to REDD+. Little progress was made at COP-17 in 2011 in Durban or COP-18 in Doha, which focused on the controversial issue of financing sources for REDD+ (Newell, 2012; Allan and Dauvergne, 2013) . However, at COP-20 in Warsaw in 2013 both processes succeeded in producing COP decisions. These compromise agreements were non-specific. The drivers of forest loss, for example, were addressed through a decision that is not even a page long and that mainly notes the "complexity of the problem." 21 The decision on reference levels leaves it up to countries themselves to develop the reference level they consider appropriate, and whether they would like that reference level to be technically assessed in the context of resultsbased payments. 22 As analyzed in Chapter 6, the non-specificity of these decisions seriously compromises the effectiveness of REDD+ (see also Humphreys, 2008) . The negotiations on reference levels for REDD+ took place parallel to complex negotiations on reference levels for LULUCF in the Ad Hoc Working Group on the Kyoto Protocol, and the LULUCF negotiations regularly influenced the REDD+ negotiations, leading to a situation in which both the industrialized countries that were party to the Kyoto Protocol and developing countries had a strong interest in flexible approaches to reference levels for the forest sector, despite the fact that such flexible approaches would compromise the environmental integrity of the climate regime (Fry, 2011).
As the heart of the REDD+ mechanism is formed by results-based payments, the non-specificity of the decision on finance 23 has even more serious consequences for the effectiveness of the mechanism. In fact, the 2010 Cancun agreement on REDD+ explicitly states that REDD+ activities are contingent on "adequate and predictable support," 24 but no firm agreement has been reached as yet that would ensure the predictability of support, or its adequacy (McDermott, 2014) . The 2013 decision merely requests various potential funding sources to provide finance for REDD+ in compliance with previous UNFCCC decisions, and limits itself to establishing an information hub on the web platform of the UNFCCC website as far as concrete actions are concerned. Moreover, even that action is subject to the availability of financial resources. 25 The question whether REDD+ actions will be financed primarily through public funds or through forest carbon offset markets has been and continues to be one of the most controversial questions in the negotiations. A 2012 report commissioned by the EU outlines four major policy options: (1) a global market-based mechanism, (2) a project-based approach, (3) a centralized funding scheme and (4) an international fund to invest in policies and programs (Karsenty, 2012). These options are described in Table 1 .1.
The above categories are not rigid or mutually exclusive. In fact, many countries have allowed REDD+ projects to be financed through the voluntary carbon offset market while they are in the process of developing a national REDD+ program to be financed through either public funds or potential carbon markets in the future, an approach that is called the "nested approach" (Karsenty, 2012; see also section 7.4).
The financing options for REDD+ raise the question of whether REDD+ should be considered a market-based or a non-market-based approach. It is often suggested that REDD+ will only be market-based if it is primarily financed through carbon markets, but one could argue that results-based payments are based on the concept of markets for environmental services, which reflects an inherently market-based, or at least market-oriented, approach. Since 2010 this has been the position of the Bolivian government, which has frequently opposed REDD+ as a and the USD 4.68 billion recipient countries claim these donors contributed to REDD+ up to 2015.
28 This is because, inter alia, industrialized countries redefine existing financial support for forest conservation or even just forest cover monitoring as REDD+ support (interview 47, June 2013). As a result, countries like India that do not have a formal REDD+ program are listed in the database as significant recipients of REDD+ support. 29 Table 1 .2 describes some of the differences between REDD+ support reported by donor countries and recipient countries. While the negotiations on many other climate-related issues did not produce any draft resolutions before the Paris COP in December 2015, the final meeting of the subsidiary bodies in June 2015 agreed on the last outstanding issues regarding the REDD+ regime. This concerned further guidance on safeguard information systems, alternative policy approaches such as joint mitigation and adaptation approaches, and non-carbon benefits. 30 This did not automatically mean that REDD+ would be included in the Paris Agreement. In fact, the paragraph referring to the REDD+ regime was subject to intense negotiations until the last moment in Paris itself. It was primarily Panama, represented by the former negotiator for Papua New Guinea, which strongly pushed for the inclusion of the following reference to the REDD+ regime:
Parties are encouraged to take action to implement and support, including through results-based payments, the existing framework as set out in related guidance and decisions already agreed under the Convention for: policy approaches and positive incentives for activities relating to reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation, and the role of conservation, sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest carbon stocks in developing countries; and alternative policy approaches, such as joint mitigation and adaptation approaches for the integral and sustainable management of forests, while reaffirming the importance of incentivizing, as appropriate, non-carbon benefits associated with such approaches.
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As a compromise, the final article only provides a generic description of REDD+ without clearly establishing a REDD+ mechanism or even using the abbreviation REDD+, which featured in earlier drafts. 32 It is also worth noting that the description of the REDD+ regime is accompanied by a description of alternative policy approaches to conserve forests, including joint mitigation and adaptation approaches for the integral and sustainable management of forests, thus formally providing equal status to REDD+ and its main alternative, the joint mitigation and adaptation approach.
CONCLUSIONS
The chapter has provided an introduction to the role of agents in international regime development. Whether a certain actor is an agent behind a specific regime can be indicated by the legitimacy and authority of that actor, its success in pursuing its objectives, and whether it is seen as an agent by other actors in the relevant regime. The chapter also highlighted why it is important to analyze the motivations and strategies of agents in Earth System Governance. Existing regime development theories can be distinguished in power-based theories, which assume that a regime will be shaped to serve the interests of the most dominant actor, interest-based theories, which highlight the importance of economic interests in motivating actors to shape a certain regime, and knowledgebased theories, which assume that actors will shape a regime according to a logic of appropriateness. This book will analyze to what extent these theories are applicable to the motivations of the main agents behind the REDD+ regime and the strategies they used to pursue the regime. Thus it will analyze to what extent the flaws and gaps in the current REDD+ regime are the result of the power, economic interests and/or ideologies of the agents that shaped the regime, and the balance between the different agents. This introductory chapter subsequently described the development of REDD+ as a subsystem under the global climate regime. It has taken a legal approach, analyzing the official positions of countries and how they resulted in a legal agreement around a result-based mechanism to pay for reduced deforestation and forest degradation, conservation, sustainable forest development and enhanced carbon sequestration. It analyzes how the REDD+ proposal was originally proposed by PNG on behalf of the CfRN, but that it received significant political impetus owing to the financial commitment by Norway to provide up to USD 3 billion funding for REDD+ at the COP where the decision to develop the regime was taken. Parties to the UNFCCC subsequently took more than eight years to elaborate the regime, which was finally incorporated in the 2015 Paris Agreement. However, while the final regime that was established presumes it will pay countries for the environmental services of reducing forest loss, there is a legal ambiguity in the UNFCCC regime and the 2015 Paris Agreement about whether such payments for reduced forest loss should be financed through public funds provided by industrialized countries, or through markets in forest carbon offsets. The consequences of this ambiguity are that there is uncertainty about the future of the REDD+ regime in general.
After this introduction about the legal status of the REDD+ regime, the following chapters will address REDD+ from an international political perspective. Chapter 2 will consider some of the main theories about
